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1. Clams 1-6,13-18,20-22,24-28 are presented for examination. Claims 1,7- 
12,19,23,29-31 have been canceled. Claims 13-18, 20-22, 24-28 were previously 
indicated allowable over the art of record. However, upon further review claims 17 and 
dependent claims 13,14 are found unpatentable over Hartnett (6, 167, 479) , and 
unpatentable over Hartnett (6,167,479) in view of Heisch (5,774,724). 

2. The indicated allowability of claim 17 is withdrawn in view of the newly 
discovered reference(s) to see references above. Rejections based on the newly cited 
reference(s) follow. 

3. This is a non-final action in order to allow applicant a chance to respond. Claim 
32 is newly added , and is also rejected over newly found art Hartnett (6,167,479) in 
view of Takano et al. (5,070,473) . 

4. The response and argument filed on 11/14/05 by applicant has been fully 
considered but is moot in view of newly found art (see Hartnett (6,167,479) In view of 
Takano et al. (5,070,473) ) as to claim 32, and with following effects : 

5. Clams 2-6, 20-22, 24-28 are allowable over the art of record as indicated below. 

6. Claims 2-6 are allowable as indicated in the previous action. 

7. Claims 20-22 are allowable over the art of record . None of the prior art or record 
teaches combined features of : 



Application/Control Number: 09/741 ,802 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2183 

a) the exception detection flags, the specific application purpose instruction execution 
setting the valid sate , notification of the interaipt control due to the operation exception 
of instruction when the flag was set to valid state during the trap to generate the 
interruption and the exception detection flag invalidating instruction and 
invalidation the exception detection flag (claim 20), 

b) the exception detection flags, the specific application purpose instruction execution 
setting the valid sate , notification of the interrupt control due to the operation exception 
of the instruction when the flag was set to valid state during the trap to generate the 
interruption and the exception detection flag read instruction (claim 21) ; 

c) the exception detection flags, the specific application purpose instruction execution 
setting the valid sate , notification of the interrupt control due to the operation exception 
of the instruction when the flag was set to valid state during the trap to generate the 
interruption and the exception detection flag write instruction (claim22) . 

8. Claims 24-28 are allowable over the art of record for reciting the combined 
features of the condition code register and the branch/interrupt return instruction control 
unit for determining the interrupt generation based on the value held In the condition 
code register and the value in the instruction field during the execution of the trap 
instruction, and the notification that the interrupt is to be generated. 
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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

9. Claims 13,14, 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Hartnett (6,167,479). 

10. As to claim 17, Hartnett taught at least : 

a) a saving of the context after the execution of a program interrupted (e.g. see col.1 1 , 
lines 5- 37); 

b) confirmation unit to confirm whether or not the operation exception had detected 
during the specific application purpose operation instruction (e.g. see the interrupt type 
in col.1 0, lines 51-53, see also the state reflecting the fault and non-fault type interrupt 
in col.1 1, lines 5-37, see also determination of what caused the interrupt in col.1 2, lines 
5-8, the specific application - purpose instruction was already taught in 7, lines 41-65)., 

c) exception processing unit which carried out exception processing when the 
exception was detected (e.g. see the interrupt handler in col.1 2, lines 5-51); 
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d) return unit returning from interrupt (e.g. see col. 12, lines 10-51, see 17, lines 
27-40, see also the return instruction in 01.15, lines 44-56, col. 17, lines 1-40). 

1 1 . Harnett did not explicitly show the storage of the instruction address which 
interrupted the execution to detect the exception as claimed. Hartnett only disclosed 
the saving of the context after the execution of a program interrupted (e.g. see col.1 1 , 
lines 5- 37). However, the examiner holds that the context saved in Hartnett should be 
applicable generally to any information used in the system, such as the value or a flag 
used for indicating the instruction address which interrupted the execution. Since no 
specific type of instruction address has been defined in the specification , nor recited in 
the claim, the instruction address is read as a context information in general. Applicant 
is welcome to provide feedback. 

12. As to claim 13, Hartnett also included confirmed instruction for breaking (see the 
interrupt type in col.1 0, lines 51-53, see also the state reflecting the fault and non-fault 
type interrupt in col. 11 , lines 5-37) 

13. As to claim 14, , Hartnett also included a memory for storing the exception (see 
the interrupt state 252 in fig.7). 
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14. Claim 17 is also rejected under Hartnett (6,167,479) in view of Heisch 
(5,774,724) to address the storage of the value or a flag for indicating the instruction 
address interrupted. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

15. Claims 13,14, 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hartnett (6,167,479) in view of Heisch (5,774.724). 

16. As to claim 17, Hartnett taught at least : 

a) a saving of the context after the execution of a program interrupted (e.g. see col.1 1 , 
lines 5- 37); 

b) confirmation unit to confirm whether or not the operation exception had detected 
during the specific application purpose operation instruction (e.g. see the interrupt type 
in col.1 0! lines 51-53, see also the state reflecting the fault and non-fault type interrupt 
in col.1 1, lines 5-37, see also determination of what caused the interrupt in col.1 2, lines 
5-8, the specific application - purpose instruction was already taught in 7, lines 41-65)., 

c) exception n processing unit which carried out exception processing when the 
exception was detected (e.g. see the interrupt handler in col.1 2, lines 5-51); 
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d) return unit returning fronn interrupt (e.g. see col. 12, lines 10-51, see 17, lines 
27-40, see also the return instruction in 01.15, lines 44-56, col. 17, lines 1-40). 
Hartnett did not specifically show the storage of the value or the flag indicating the 
instruction address which was interrupted the execution of the program which was to 
detect the exception as claimed. However, Heisch disclosed a system for saving 
instruction address from where the interrupt occurred for exception detection (see col. 9, 
lines 8-15). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use Heisch 
in Hartnett for including the storage of the value or the flag indicating the instruction 
address which was interrupted as claimed because the use of Heisch could provide 
Hartnett the ability to recover the execution path form where the interrupt occurred, and 
it could be done by predefining the instruction address with modified control fields , such 
as the length of the instruction address, in the configuration file of Harnett so that the 
specific instrucfion address of Heisch could be recognized by Hartnett for recovering 
purpose at the interrupt detection, and because Hartnett did disclosed a confirmation of 
an exception ( see the interrupt type in col. 10! lines 51-53, see also the state reflecting 
the fault and non-fault type interrupt in col.11 , lines 5-37, see also determination of 
what caused the interrupt in col. 12, lines 5-8, the specific application - purpose 
instruction was already taught in 7, lines 41-65), which was a suggestion of the need for 
storing the interrupted instrucfion address in order to resume the execution path , and 
for doing so, provided a motivation. 
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17. As to claim 13, Hartnett also included confirmed instruction for breaking (see the 
interrupt type in col. 10, lines 51-53, see also the state reflecting the fault and non-fault 
type interrupt in col.1 1 , lines 5-37) 

18. As to claim 14, , Hartnett also included a memory for storing the exception (see 
the interrupt state 252 in fig.7). 

19. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hartnett 
(6,167,479) in view of Takano et ai. (5,070,473) . 

20. As to claim 32, Hartnett taught at least : 

a) a control unit (microcontroller 178) for processing an operation instruction (see e.g. 
the expanded-cycle instruction) as a specific application-purpose operation (e.g. see the 
microcode controller controlling the instruction execution in col. 9, lines 1-23, see also 
col. 7, lines 39-55, col.d, lines 1-13 for the microcode controller during the extended 
cycles ); 

b) a specific application-purpose instruction operating unit (e.g. fig.6 (12) IP) for 
supporting a flexible pipeline structure (see the pipeline processing in col. 8, lines 27-43) 
and capable of being designed to carry out an operation (e.g. address generation) of the 
specific application-purpose instruction for each application field. 

Hartnet did not specifically show the rewritable register for prescribing the instruction 
latency parameter as claimed. However, Takano disclosed a system including a 
writable register for prescribing instruction latency parameter (see the number of wait 
cycles as the parameters in col. 5, lines 5-15). It would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art to use Takano in Hartnett for including rewritable register for 
prescribing instruction latency parameter as claimed because the use of Takano could 
provide Hartnett the control capability of Hartnett to halt the instruction processing as 
long as the number of wait cycle specified by Takano's register, and therefore , 
providing flexibility of the instruction execution under system abnormal conditions (e.g. 
the exceptions, faults etc.), and Hartnett did disclose abnormal system condition (see 
exception), and in doing so , provided a suggestion. 

21 . Claims 15,16 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. None of the prior art of record further 
teaches the detailed functions of the storage and conformation of the operation state in 
claim 15, and the generation and the confirmation operation state in claim 16. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dan Pan whose telephone number is 703 305 9696, or 
the new number 571 272 4172. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 
8:30 AM to 4:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chan, can be reached on 703 305 9712, or the new number 571 272 4162. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703 306 5404. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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